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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1. Claims 2 and 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claims 2 and 3 recites the limitation "said information". There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. It is unclear to the examiner based on amendment, as to 
what information claims 2 and 3 are referring. For purposes of examination, examiner considers 
information as an extension of the rule store (memory). Correction/clarification are required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the Enghsh language. 
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2. Claims 1-3, 7, 9-11, 15, 16, 19-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being taught by 
Thomas Joseph Prorock (US Patent 6754704), hereafter Prorock. 



Regarding claims 1, 19, 21, and 23 Prorock discloses a method of operating a computer system 
to provide a user interface to a data storage system, said computer system including a rule store 
(memory 64) storing one or more rules, said method comprising the steps: 

providing a user interface (via I/O data ports 58) to said rule store (memory 64) enabling user 
configuration of said rule store with one or more rules (wherein program code is equivalent to 
rules), each rule identifying a handler program (wherein categories of software and data are 
equivalent to handler programs), said handler program (categories) being associated with one 
or more user requirements (via retail POS) and being operable to interact with said data storage 
system (data processing system) in accordance with said user requirements; (Column 5 lines 
15-21, 35-53, 63-67 and Column 6 lines 4-26) 

receiving a request (via customer transaction) detailing one or more user requirements (via 
retail POS); (Paragraph [0027]) 

responsive to receipt of said request: 

a) selecting a handler program (category of software) by searching said rule store (memory 64) 
for a rule associating said one or more user requirements of said received request with a handler 
program; (Column 12 lines 16-20 and 31-37) 

b) running (executing) said selected handler program (via operating system 68) to interact with 
said data storage system (data processing system). (Column 5 lines 43-45) 



Claims 2 and 3 are rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further Prorock 
discloses a method, wherein said information (memory 64) relating to a handler program 
comprises the name and the location of the handler program and the program itself. (Column 5 
lines 15-21, 35-53, 63-67 and Column 6 lines 4-26) 



Claim 7 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further Prorock 
discloses a method wherein said request comprises a request to store (via logging in a 
transaction) a handler program . (Column 5 lines 63-67) 
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Claim 9 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further Prorock 
discloses a method wherein said request contains a rule associating a handler program with the 
user requirements of said received request. (Column 5 lines 15-21, 35-53, 63-67 and Column 6 
lines 4-26) 



Claim 10 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1 , and further Prorock 
discloses a method wherein said rules are expressed in the form of text (via entering a code). 
(Column 5 line 51-53) 



Claim 1 1 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 10, and fiirther Prorock 
discloses a method wherein said rules are reparable (via adjusting the price to account for a 
sale) using a text editor (via command received). (Column 5 lines 53-67) 



Claim 15 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further Prorock 
discloses a method wherein said rule store user interface is restricted to a certain class of user 
(those responsible for certain stores). (Column 13 lines 17-24) 



Claim 16 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further Prorock 
discloses a method wherein the data storage system user interface is available to a different set of 
users (via I/O port) from those able to modify said rules (administrator) in said rule store. 
(Column 5 lines 15-18 and Column 13 lines 17-24) 



Claim 20 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further Prorock 
discloses a digital data carrier carrying a program of instructions executable by processing 
apparatus. (Column 3 line 60-Column 4 line 6) 
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Claim 22 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 21, and Prorock further 
discloses a method further comprising storing (via memory 64) one or more rules in said rule 
store. (Column 5 lines 27-34) 



Claim Rejections 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of this 
title, if the differences between the subjccl matter sought to be patented and the prior art are stich that the subject matter as a 
whole would have been obvious at the time tlie invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertams. Patentabihty shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



3. Claims 4 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Thomas 
Joseph Prorock (US Patent 6754704), hereafter Prorock, as applied above in claim 1 and 7, and 
further in view of Cheryl L. Neofytides et al. (US Patent 7398252), hereafter Neo. 



Claims 4 and 8 are rejected for the reasons set forth where Prorock discloses claims 1 and 7, 
however Prorock does not explicitly disclose a method further comprising the step of running a 
default handler program to interact with said data storage system if no rule associating a handler 
program with the one or more user requirements of said received request is found. 

Neo discloses a method further comprising the step of running a default handler program 
(default input handler 160) to interact with said data storage system if no rule associating a 
handler program with the one or more user requirements (for transferring money) of said 
received request is found. (Column 9 lines 50-57) 

Neo and Prorock are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor involving 
involving point of sales methods and systems. 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to combine Neo's default 
handler program with Prorock's POS system. The motivation being to simplfy payment 
distribution. (Column 2 lines 24-32 of Neo) 



4. Claims 5, 6, and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thomas Joseph Prorock (US Patent 6754704), hereafter Prorock, as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Nektarios Georgalas (A Framework that uses Repositories for Information 
Systems and Knowledge Integration), hereafter Georgalas. 



Claim 5 is rejected for the reasons set forth where Prorock discloses claim 1, however Prorock 
does not explicitly disclose a method, wherein said rule store user interface provision step 
comprises storing a rule associating predetermined user requirements with a handler program 
executable to interact with said rule store to introduce a fiirther rule contained within said request 
into said rule store. 

Georgalas discloses storing a rule associating predetermined user requirements with a handler 
program (Page 4 lines 13-14 and page 6 line 11-17) executable to interact with said rule storeto 
introduce a further rule (new soiirce) contained within said request into said rule store (Page 7 
lines 1-9). 

Georgalas and Prorock are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
involving database or file accessing. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine Georgalas' rule storing with Prorocks data storage system. The motivation being 
provide unified access to the contents of the repository and other operational data stores, to 
provide smoothly integrated information systems. (Page 2 line 8-10 of Georgalas) 



Claim 6 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 5, and fiirther Georgalas 
discloses a method according to wherein said fiirther rule (new source) replaces an existing rule 
(via rule-based queries). (Page 7 lines 10-23) 
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Claim 12 is rejected for the reasons set forth where Prorock discloses claim 1, however Prorock 
does not explicitly disclose a method wherein said rules are indicative of a time after which said 
rules should no longer be applied. 

Georgalas discloses a method wherein said rules are indicative of a time after which said rules 
should no longer be applied (the customized components are specialized to perform application 
specific task, and not be re-used). (Page 4 Paragraph 4) 

Georgalas and Prorock are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
involving database or file accessing. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention to 
combine Georgalas' association rule with Prorock' s data storage system. The motivation being 
provide unified access to the contents of the repository and other operational data stores, to 
provide smoothly integrated information systems. (Page 2 line 8-10 of Georgalas) 



5. Claims 13, 14, 17, and 18 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Thomas Joseph Prorock (US Patent 6754704), hereafter Prorock, as applied to claim 1 above, 
and further in view of Nektarios Georgalas (US Patent 7019740), hereafter Georgalas 1. 



Claim 13 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove where Prorock discloses claim 
1 , however Prorock does not explicitly disclose wherein said data storage system comprises a 
plurality of databases and wherein each one of said plurality of databases has a different data 
handler. 

Georgalasl discloses a method wherein said data storage system (202-208 via network 210) 
comprises a plurality of databases (via 300, 308, 316; Figure 3A-C) and wherein each one of said 
plurality of databases has a different data handler (API module 306, 314, 322). (Figure 2) 

Georgalasl and Prorock are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeavor 
involving expanding or limiting access to and retrieve data or files, and concept retrieval are 
used. 
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It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the plurality of 
databases in Georgalas 1 in the data storage system of Prorock. The motivation would be to 
allow for an expanded query functionality. (Column 3 line 65-Column 4 line 5 of Georgalasl) 



Claim 14 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 13, and Georgalas 1 further 
discloses a method wherein said databases are of a different format to each other (heterogeneous 
databases). (Column 2 line 19-25) 



Claim 17 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further discloses a 
method wherein said computer system comprises a plurality of computers in communication 
with one another, the handler programs being run on a different computer to the one that receives 
said request. 

Georgalasl discloses a method wherein said computer system (Figure 2) comprises a plurality of 
computers (200-208) in communication with one another, the handler programs (API module 
306, 314, 322) being run on a different computer to the one that receives said request. (Figure 
3A-C) 

Georgalasl and Prorock are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeaovor 
involving methods of expanding or limiting access to and retrieve data or files, and concept 
retrieval are used. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the plurality of 
computers in Georgalasl in the data storage system of Prorock. The motivation being to allow 
for an expanded query fimctionality. (Column 3 line 65-Column 4 line 5 of Georgalasl) 



Claim 1 8 is rejected for the reasons set forth hereinabove for claim 1, and further discloses a 
method wherein said computer system comprises a plurality of computers in communication 
with one another, the rule store being on a different computer to the one that receives said 
request. 

Georgalasl discloses a method wherein said computer system (Figure 2) comprises a plurality of 
computers (200-208) in communication with one another (via network 210), the rule store (304, 
312, 320, 326) being on a different computer (202-208) to the one that receives said request 
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(query). 

Georgalas 1 and Prorock are analogous art because they are from the same field of endeaovor 
involving where methods of expanding or limiting access to and retrieve data or files, and 
concept retrieval are used. 

It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art to use the plurality of 
computers in Georgalas 1 in the data storage system of Prorock. The motivation being to allow 
for anexpanded query fiinctionality. (Column 3 line 65 -Column 4 line 5 of Georgalasl) 



Conclusion 

6. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Brooke J. Dews whose telephone number is 571-270-1013. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-F 6:30-3:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Alford Kindred can be reached on (571) 272-4037. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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/B. J. D./ 09/25/2008 

Examiner, Art Unit 2181 

/Alford W. Kindred/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2181 



